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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is made Non-Final. 
Claims 1-28 have been examined. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Please change "... claims are intended to cover all such modifications and changes as fall 

within the true . . . " to ". . . claims are intended to cover all such modifications and changes that 

fall within the true ..." (see page 25 paragraph 61). 

Furthermore, the abstract of the disclosure is objected to because if fails to provide proper 

content. Applicant is reminded of the proper content of an abstract of the disclosure. 

A patent abstract is a concise statement of the technical disclosure of the patent and 
should include that which is new in the art to which the invention pertains. If the patent is of a 
basic nature, the entire technical disclosure may be new in the art, and the abstract should be 
directed to the entire disclosure. If the patent is in the nature of an improvement in an old 
apparatus, process, product, or composition, the abstract should include the technical disclosure 
of the improvement. In certain patents, particularly those for compounds and compositions, 
wherein the process for making and/or the use thereof are not obvious, the abstract should set 
forth a process for making and/or use thereof. If the new technical disclosure involves 
modifications or alternatives, the abstract should mention by way of example the preferred 
modification or alternative. 

The abstract should not refer to purported merits or speculative applications of the 
invention and should not compare the invention with the prior art. 

Where applicable, the abstract should include the following: 

(1) if a machine or apparatus, its organization and operation; 

(2) if an article, its method of making; 

(3) if a chemical compound, its identity and use; 

(4) if a mixture, its ingredients; 

(5) if a process, the steps. 

Extensive mechanical and design details of apparatus should not be given. 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Objections 
Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In regards to claim 1, the claim cites "a second alert sending device" in line 5 of claim. 
However, applicant has previously cited "a second alert sending device" in line 3 of claim. 
Examiner suggest amending "a second alert sending device" in line 5 of claim to "said second 
alert sending device", as the second alert sending device in line 5 is referring to the second alert 
sending device in line 3. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 2, 3, 6, 7-11, 14, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "said failed state" in last line of claim. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The claim cites the first alerting device is in a 
failed state (see line 4 of base claim 1) and said sensor is in a failed state (see line 3 of claim 2). 
Examiner is uncertain whether "said failed state" is in reference to said sensor or first alert 
sending device. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "said failed state" in last line of claim. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The claim cites the first alerting device is in a 
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failed state (see line 4 of base claim 1) and said sensor is in a failed state (see line 2 of claim 3). 
Examiner is uncertain whether "said failed state" is in reference to said sensor or first alert 
sending device. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "said period" in lines 2,3 , and 5 of claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 7 cites "sending a status message on a periodic basis over a bus indicates the first 
alert sending device is in an operating state" (see lines 3-4 of claim) and "sending said status 
message to indicate said first alert sending device is said failed state"(see lines 6-7 of claim). 
These limitations are contradictory. If the status message is indicating an operating state, the 
status message cannot also indicate failed state and vise versa. For purposes of examination, 
examiner interprets "said status message"(see line 6 of claim) as "a second status message". 
Examiner further notes claims 8-11 are rejected as being dependent of claim 7. 

Claim 1 1 further recites the limitation "said configuration message" in line 1 of claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. As claim 10 discloses "a 
configuration message", examiner suggest amending claim to cite "The method according to 
claim 10,...". 

Claim 14 recites the limitation "said period" in lines 2,3, and 5 of claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 21 recites the limitation "said failed state" in last line of claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The claim cites the first alerting 
sending device is in a failed state (see line 3 of claim 21) and said sensor is in a failed state (see 
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line 4 of base claim 20). Examiner is uncertain whether "said failed state" is in reference to said 
sensor or first alert sending device. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4,6,17,18,20,22, and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent No. 6,963,948 of Gulick in view of US Patent No. 5,983,371 of 
Lord et al. referred hereinafter Lord. 

In regards to claim 1, Gulick discloses a method comprising: 

monitoring a sensor by a first alerting sending device (ASD) (see figure 1c item 109 and 
column 2 lines 43-47); 

However, Gulick fails to explicitly disclose performing failover, comprising: 

monitoring a first alert sending device by a second alert sending device; 

determining whether said first alert sending device is in a failed state; 

monitoring said sensor by a second alert sending device in accordance with the 
determination. 

Lord discloses a redundant fault tolerant computer system comprising redundant 
hardware devices. Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by 
monitoring signals generated by other devices in the system (see column 1 lines 8-20), indicating 
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monitoring a first device by a second alert sending device and determining whether said first 
device is in a failed state. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick and Lord to have redundant ASD devices to 
monitor a first alert sending device by a second alert sending device and determine whether said 
first alert sending device is in a failed state. It is further understood since the redundant ASD 
devices are fault tolerant, the second alert sending device would take over the operations of a 
faulty first alert sending device, which includes monitoring said sensor, indicating monitoring 
said sensor by a second alert sending device in accordance with the determination. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick is 
concerned with detecting failures within the system (see column 2 lines 60-65) and having 
redundant ASD devices such that a second ASD device monitors a first ASD device, as per 
teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-20), would enable detection of a failure of the ASD 
devices within a system. Furthermore, Gulick disclose wherein the alert sending device is 
concerned with transmitting data remotely (see column 2 lines 35-36) and having fault tolerant 
devices, as per teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-12), would enable a second device to take 
over control of a faulty first device, thus enabling continued transmission of data remotely in the 
event of a failure. 

In regards to claim 2, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Gulick further discloses sensor devices that cause an alert (see column 2 lines 56-57) and 
that many events may cause an alert such as various errors (see column 2 lines 58-65). Thus 
when a sensor device senses an error, it changes to a state (failed state) that enables it to notify 
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the alert sending device to send an alert, indicating detecting said sensor is in a failed state by 
said first alert sending device and sending an alert message over a first network interface 
corresponding to said first alert sending device to indicate a failed state. 

In regards to claim 3, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Gulick further discloses sensor devices that cause an alert (see column 2 lines 56-57) and 
that many events may cause an alert such as various errors (see column 2 lines 58-65). Thus 
when a sensor device senses an error, it changes to a state (failed state) that enables it to notify 
said alert sending device to send an alert, indicating detecting said sensor is in a failed state by a 
alert sending device and sending an alert message over a network interface corresponding to said 
alert sending device to indicate a failed state. As Gulick in view of Lord discloses redundant 
ASDs, it is understood the second ASD performs the functions of the first ASD, indicating 
detecting said sensor is in a failed state by said second alert sending device and sending an alert 
message over a second network interface corresponding to said second alert sending device to 
indicate a failed state. 

In regards to claim 4, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by monitoring signals 
generated by other devices in the system, wherein the signals may be sent periodically in a 
communication path (bus) between the devices to indicate proper operation (see column 1 lines 
8-20), indicating sending a status message over a bus from said first device and receiving said 
status message at said second device from said bus. As Gulick in view of Lord discloses the first 
device as the first alert sending device and the second device as the second alert sending device, 
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Gulick in view of Lord discloses sending a status message over a bus from said first alert sending 
device and receiving said status message at said second alert sending device from said bus. 

In regards to claim 6, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by monitoring signals 
generated by other devices in the system, wherein the signals may be sent periodically in a 
communication path (bus) between the devices to indicate proper operation (see column 1 lines 
8-20), indicating monitoring said bus for said period, determining whether said status message 
was received within said period, and detecting said first device is in said failed state if said status 
message was not received within said period (see column 2 lines 35-41). As Gulick in view of 
Lord discloses the first device as the first alert sending device, Gulick in view of Lord further 
disclose monitoring said bus for said period and determining whether said status message was 
received within said period and detecting said first alert sending device is in said failed state if 
said status message was not received within said period. 

In regards to claim 17, Gulick discloses an alert system comprising: 

a sensor (see figure 1c item 103 A and column 2 lines 12-16); 

a bus to connect with said sensor (see figure lc item 115 and column 2 lines 12-16); 

a first alert sending device to connect to said bus and monitor said sensor (see figure lc 
item 109 and column 2 lines 15-20); 

However, Gulick fails to explicitly disclose: 

a second alert sending device to connect to said bus and monitor said first alert sending 

device. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/67 1,124 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2113 

Lord discloses a redundant fault tolerant computer system comprising redundant 
hardware devices. Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by 
monitoring signals generated by other devices in the system (see column 1 lines 8-20), indicating 
a second device monitoring a first device. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick and Lord to have redundant ASD devices wherein 
second alert sending device monitors said first alert sending device. It is further understood since 
the first ASD device monitors the sensor via a bus, the redundant ASD device would necessarily 
be connected to the bus in order to take over operations of a first device and monitor the sensor 
in the event of a failure to the first device, indicating a second alert sending device connected to 
said bus. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings because Gulick is concerned with detecting failures within the system (see column 2 
lines 60-65) and having redundant ASD devices such that a second ASD device monitors a first 
ASD device, as per teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-20), would enable detection of a 
failure of the ASD devices within a system. Furthermore, Gulick disclose wherein the alert 
sending device is concerned with transmitting data remotely (see column 2 lines 35-36) and 
having fault tolerant devices, as per teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-12), would enable a 
second device to take over control of a faulty first device, thus enabling continued transmission 
of data remotely in the event of a failure. 

In regards to claim 18, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Gulick further discloses wherein said first alert sending device comprises a bus interface 
to interface with said bus (see figure lc item 111,115 and column 2 lines 16-19), an alert module 
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to connect to said bus interface, said alert module to monitor said sensor and generate an alert if 
said sensor is in a failed state (see figure lc item 107 and column 2 lines 19-20 and 34-36), and a 
network interface to connect to said alert module to send said alert (see figure lc item 105 and 
column 2 lines 19-20). Furthermore, since Gulick in view of Lord discloses a redundant ASD 
devices that enable a second device to take over control of a faulty first device (see column 1 
lines 8-10), the ASD devices would necessarily include a failover module to disable itself and 
transmit communication to the second device, indicating a failover module to connect to said bus 
interface. 

In regards to claim 20, Gulick further discloses wherein a alert sending device comprises 
a bus interface to interface with said bus (see figure lc item 1 1 1,1 15 and column 2 lines 16-19), 
an alert module to connect to said bus interface, said alert module to monitor said sensor and 
generate an alert if said sensor is in a failed state (see figure lc item 107 and column 2 lines 19- 
20 and 34-36), and a network interface to connect to said alert module to send said alert (see 
figure lc item 105 and column 2 lines 19-20). Furthermore, since Gulick in view of Lord 
discloses redundant ASD devices (see column 1 lines 8-10), the features in the first alert sending 
device would be included in the second alert sending device. In addition, since Gulick in view of 
Lord enables a second device to take over control of a faulty first device (see column 1 lines 8- 
10), the ASD devices would necessarily include a failover module to enable communication via 
the second device, indicating a failover module to connect to said bus interface. 

In regards to claim 22, Gulick discloses an alert sending device, comprising: 
a bus interface to interface with a bus (see figure lc item 1 1 1 and column 2 lines 16-19), 
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an alert module to connect to said bus interface, said alert module to monitor a sensor and 
generate an alert if said sensor is in a failed state (see figure 1c item 107 and column 2 lines 19- 
20 and 34-36), and 

a network interface to connect to said alert module to send said alert (see figure lc item 
105 and column 2 lines 19-20). 

However, Gulick fails to explicitly disclose: 

a failover module to connect to said bus interface. 

Lord discloses redundant hardware devices that enable a second device to take over 
control of a faulty first device (see column 1 lines 8-10). Since redundant devices enable a 
second device to take over control of a faulty first device (see column 1 lines 8-10), the devices 
would necessarily include a failover module to disable itself and transmit communication to the 
second device, indicating a failover module to connect to said bus interface. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick and Lord to have redundant ASD devices that 
enable a second device to take over control of a faulty first device, thus indicating a failover 
module to connect to said bus interface. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick is concerned with detecting failures within 
the system (see column 2 lines 60-65) and having redundant ASD devices such that a second 
ASD device monitors a first ASD device, as per teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-20), 
would enable detection of a failure of the ASD devices within a system. Furthermore, Gulick 
disclose wherein the alert sending device is concerned with transmitting data remotely (see 
column 2 lines 35-36) and having fault tolerant devices, as per teachings of Lord (see column 1 
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lines 8-12), would enable a second device to take over control of a faulty first device, thus 
enabling continued transmission of data remotely in the event of a failure. 

In regards to claim 25, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Gulick further discloses wherein said bus comprises a system management bus (see figure 
1 c item 1 1 5 and column 2 lines 1 6- 1 9). 

In regards to claim 26, Gulick discloses an article comprising a storage medium, said 
storage medium including instructions that, when executed by a processor, results in performing 
failover by: 

monitoring a sensor by a first alerting sending device (ASD) (see figure lc item 109 and 
column 2 lines 43-47); 

However, Gulick fails to explicitly disclose: 

monitoring a first alert sending device by a second alert sending device; 
determining whether said first alert sending device is in a failed state; 
monitoring said sensor by a second alert sending device in accordance with the 
determination. 

Lord discloses a redundant fault tolerant computer system comprising redundant 
hardware devices. Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by 
monitoring signals generated by other devices in the system (see column 1 lines 8-20), indicating 
monitoring a first device by a second alert sending device and determining whether said first 
device is in a failed state. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick and Lord to have redundant ASD devices to 
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monitor a first alert sending device by a second alert sending device and determine whether said 
first alert sending device is in a failed state. It is further understood since the redundant ASD 
devices are fault tolerant, the second alert sending device would take over the operations of a 
faulty first alert sending device, which includes monitoring said sensor, indicating monitoring 
said sensor by a second alert sending device in accordance with the determination. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick is 
concerned with detecting failures within the system (see column 2 lines 60-65) and having 
redundant ASD devices such that a second ASD device monitors a first ASD device, as per 
teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-20), would enable detection of a failure of the ASD 
devices within a system. Furthermore, Gulick disclose wherein the alert sending device is 
concerned with transmitting data remotely (see column 2 lines 35-36) and having fault tolerant 
devices, as per teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-12), would enable a second device to take 
over control of a faulty first device, thus enabling continued transmission of data remotely in the 
event of a failure. 

In regards to claim 27, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Gulick further discloses sensor devices that cause an alert (see column 2 lines 56-57) and 
that many events may cause an alert such as various errors (see column 2 lines 58-65). Thus 
when a sensor device senses an error, it changes to a state (failed state) that enables it to notify 
the alert sending device to send an alert, indicating detecting said sensor is in a failed state by 
said first alert sending device and sending an alert message over a first network interface 
corresponding to said first alert sending device to indicate a failed state. 
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In regards to claim 28, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Gulick further discloses sensor devices that cause an alert (see column 2 lines 56-57) and 
that many events may cause an alert such as various errors (see column 2 lines 58-65). Thus 
when a sensor device senses an error, it changes to a state (failed state) that enables it to notify 
the alert sending device to send an alert, indicating detecting said sensor is in a failed state by 
said alert sending device and sending an alert message over a first network interface 
corresponding to said alert sending device to indicate a failed state. As Gulick in view of Lord 
discloses redundant ASDs, it is understood the second ASD performs the functions of first ASD, 
indicating detecting said sensor is in a failed state by said second alert sending device and 
sending an alert message over a second network interface corresponding to said second alert 
sending device to indicate a failed state. 

Claims 7,8,10-12,14-16,19,21,23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gulick in view of Lord and in further view of US Patent No. 6,052,733 of 
Mahalingam et al. referred hereinafter "Mahalingam". 

In regards to claim 7, Gulick discloses a method comprising: 

a first alert sending device (see figure lc item 109 and column 2 lines 43-47); 

However, Gulick fails to explicitly disclose: 

determining that a first alert sending device is to operate in a primary mode; 
sending a status message on a periodic basis over a bus to indicate said first alert sending 
device is in an operating state; 

detecting that said first alert sending device is in a failed state; 
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sending said status message to indicate said first alert sending device is in said failed 

state. 

Lord discloses a redundant fault tolerant computer system comprising redundant 
hardware devices. Lord discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by monitoring 
signals generated by other devices in the system, wherein the signals may be sent periodically in 
a communication path (bus) between the devices to indicate proper operation (see column 1 lines 
8-20), indicating sending a status message on a periodic basis over a bus to indicate a first device 
is in an operating state and detecting that said first device is in a failed state. Furthermore, upon 
failure to a first device, the system must be notified of the failure to stop communications with a 
first device and to route communication through a working second device, indicating sending 
said (a second) status message to indicate said first alert sending device is in a failed state. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick and Lord to have redundant ASD devices to send a 
status message on a periodic basis over a bus to indicate said first alert sending device is in an 
operating state, detect that said first alert sending device is in a failed state. A person of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick is concerned 
with detecting failures within the system (see column 2 lines 60-65) and having redundant ASD 
devices such that a second ASD device monitors a first ASD device, as per teachings of Lord 
(see column 1 lines 8-20), would enable detection of a failure of the ASD devices within a 
system. Furthermore, Gulick discloses wherein the alert sending device is concerned with 
transmitting data remotely (see column 2 lines 35-36) and having fault tolerant devices, as per 
teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-12), would enable a second device to take over control 
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of a faulty first device, thus enabling continued transmission of data remotely in the event of a 
failure. 

Furthermore, Mahalingam discloses redundant devices, wherein a second device 
monitors a first device and the second device takes over the responsibility of a first device if 
there is a failure to the first device (see column 2 lines 15-18 and 28-41). Mahalingam also 
discloses wherein one of the devices is identified as the primary device (see column 4 lines 8- 
10), indicating determining that a first device is to operate in a primary mode. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick, Lord, and Mahalingam to have redundant ASD 
devices wherein the redundant ASD devices determine that a first device is to operate in a 
primary mode. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings because Gulick in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD devices and identifying one 
of the devices as the primary device, as per teachings of Mahalingam, constitute a suitable 
known configuration of redundant devices (see column 4 lines 8-10). Furthermore, identifying 
one of the devices as the primary and the remaining device(s) redundant would be advantageous 
as there only needs to be a single ASD device functioning at any given time for the system to be 
functioning. 

In regards to claim 8, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the claim 
limitations as discussed above. Gulick further discloses monitoring a sensor by said first alerting 
sending device (ASD) (see figure lc item 109 and see column 2 lines 43-47); 

In regards to claim 10, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the claim 
limitations as discussed above. Mahalingam also discloses wherein one of the devices is 
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indicated as the primary device (see column 4 lines 8-10), indicating configuring a first device to 
operate in a primary mode. A notification must be sent to configure one of the devices, 
indicating receiving a configuration message to configure said first device in said primary mode. 
As Gulick in view of Mahalingam discloses the first device as the first alert sending device, 
Gulick in view of Mahalingam further discloses receiving a configuration message to configure 
said first alert sending device in said primary mode. 

In regards to claim 11, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the claim 
limitations as discussed above. Mahalingam also discloses wherein one of the devices is 
indicated as the primary device (see column 4 lines 8-10), indicating configuring a first device to 
operate in a primary mode. A notification must be sent to configure one of the devices. In order 
to set one the device in the primary mode, the notification must necessarily include the address 
of the device being set in the primary mode, indicating a teamed address and the address of a 
first device, and well as the mode to set the device to, indicating a failover configuration. 

In regards to claim 12, Gulick discloses a method comprising: 

a first alert sending device (see figure lc item 109 and column 2 lines 43-47); 

However, Gulick fails to explicitly disclose: 

determining that a second alert sending device is to operate in a secondary mode; 
receiving a status message on a periodic basis over a bus to indicate said first alert 
sending device is in an operating state; 

detecting that said first alert sending device is in a failed state; 

sending a failover assert message to indicate that said second alert sending device is to 
operate in a primary mode. 
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Lord discloses a redundant fault tolerant computer system comprising redundant 
hardware devices. Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by 
monitoring signals generated by other devices in the system, wherein the signals may be sent 
periodically in a communication path (bus) between the devices to indicate proper operation (see 
column 1 lines 8-20), indicating receiving a status message on a periodic basis over a bus to 
indicate a first device is in an operating state and detecting that said first device is in a failed 
state. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick and Lord to have redundant ASD devices to send a 
status message on a periodic basis over a bus to indicate said first alert sending device is in an 
operating state, detect that said first alert sending device is in a failed state. A person of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick is concerned 
with detecting failures within the system (see column 2 lines 60-65) and having redundant ASD 
devices such that a second ASD device monitors a first ASD device, as per teachings of Lord 
(see column 1 lines 8-20), would enable detection of a failure of the ASD devices within a 
system. Furthermore, Gulick disclose wherein the alert sending device is concerned with 
transmitting data remotely (see column 2 lines 35-36) and having fault tolerant devices, as per 
teachings of Lord (see column 1 lines 8-12), would enable a second device to take over control 
of a faulty first device, thus enabling continued transmission of data remotely in the event of a 
failure. 

Furthermore, Mahalingam discloses redundant devices, wherein a second device 
monitors a first device and the second device takes over the responsibility of a first device if 
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there is a failure to the first device (see column 2 lines 15-18 and 28-41). Mahalingam also 
discloses wherein one of the devices is indicated as the primary device and the remaining 
(second) device remain hidden (see column 4 lines 8-14), indicating that a second device is to 
operate in a secondary mode. Mahalingam further discloses designating the second device as the 
primary device in the event of a failure to the primary device, indicating said second device is 
operating in a primary mode (see column 4 lines 25-30). Furthermore, Mahalingam discloses 
changing the address of the second device to that of the first device in order to assume control 
(see column 2 lines 30-34). A notification must be sent to second device in order for the second 
device to change its address to that of the first device, indicating a failover assert message. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick, Lord, and Mahalingam to have redundant ASD 
devices wherein the redundant ASD devices determine that a second device is to operate in a 
secondary mode and sending a failover assert message to indicate that said second alert sending 
device is to operate in a primary mode. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD 
devices and identifying one of the devices as the primary device and the remaining device(s) as 
secondary, as per teachings of Mahalingam, constitute a suitable known configuration of 
redundant devices (see column 4 lines 8-10). Furthermore, identifying one of the devices as the 
primary and the remaining device(s) secondary would be advantageous as there only needs to be 
a single ASD device functioning at any given time for the system to be functioning. 

In regards to claim 14, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the claim 
limitations as discussed above. Lord further discloses monitoring said bus for said period and 
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determining whether said status message was received within said period and detecting said first 
device is in said failed state if said status message was not received within said period (see 
column 1 lines 13-18). As Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the first device as 
the first alert sending device, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam further discloses 
monitoring said bus for said period and determining whether said status message was received 
within said period and detecting said first alert sending device is in said failed state if said status 
message was not received within said period. 

In regards to claim 15, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the claim 
limitations as discussed above. Mahalingam also discloses wherein one of the devices is 
indicated as the primary device and the remaining (second) device remain hidden (see column 4 
lines 8-14), indicating configuring a second device to operate in a secondary mode. A 
notification must be sent to configure one of the nodes as primary and the remaining secondary, 
indicating receiving a configuration message to configure said second device in said secondary 
mode. As Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the second device as the second 
alert sending device, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam further discloses receiving a 
configuration message to configure said second alert sending device in said secondary mode. 

In regards to claim 16, Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam discloses the claim 
limitations as discussed above. Mahaligam discloses changing the address of a second device to 
the address of a first device (see column 2 lines 30-34). The message needs to indicate the 
second device address in order to identify the second device location and the first device address 
(teamed address) in order to update the address. As Gulick in view of Lord and Mahalingam 
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discloses the second device as the second alert sending device, the address of the second device 
is the address of the second alert sending device. 

In regards to claim 19, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Furthermore, Gullick in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD devices connected via 
said bus and Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by monitoring 
signals generated by other devices in the system, wherein the signals may be sent periodically in 
a communication path (bus) between the devices to indicate proper operation (see column 1 lines 
8-20), indicating sending periodic status messages over said bus to said second alert sending 
device. 

However, Gulick in view of Lord fails to explicitly disclose: 

wherein the failover module is configured to have said first alert sending device operate 
in a primary mode. 

Mahalingam discloses redundant devices, wherein a second device monitors a first device 
and the second device takes over the responsibility of a first device if there is a failure to the first 
device (see column 2 lines 15-18 and 28-41). Mahalingam also discloses wherein one of the 
devices is identified as the primary device (see column 4 lines 8-10), indicating wherein the 
failover module is configured to have said first alert sending device operate in a primary mode. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick, Lord, and Mahalingam wherein the failover 
module is configured to have said first alert sending device operate in a primary mode. A person 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick 
in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD devices and identifying one of the devices as the 
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primary device, as per teachings of Mahalingam, constitute a suitable known configuration of 
between redundant device (see column 4 lines 8-10). Furthermore, identifying one of the devices 
as the primary and the remaining device(s) redundant would be advantageous as there only needs 
to be a single ASD device functioning at any given time for the system to be functioning. 

In regards to claim 21, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. However, Gulick in view of Lord fails to explicitly disclose: 

wherein said failover module is configured to have said second alert sending device 
operate in a secondary mode, detect whether said first alert sending device is in a failed state, and 
change to a primary mode if said failed state is detected. 

Mahalingam discloses redundant devices, wherein a second device monitors a first device 
and the second device takes over the responsibility of a first device if there is a failure to the first 
device (see column 2 lines 15-18 and 28-41). Mahalingam also discloses wherein one of the 
devices is indicated as the primary device and the remaining (second) device remain hidden (see 
column 4 lines 8-14), indicating wherein said failover module is configured to have said second 
alert sending device operate in a secondary mode. Mahalingam further discloses designating the 
second device as the primary device in the event of a failure to the primary device (see column 4 
lines 25-30), indicating detecting whether said first alert sending device is in a failed state, and 
changing to a primary mode if said failed state is detected. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick, Lord, and Mahalingam wherein said failover 
module is configured to have said second alert sending device operate in a secondary mode, 
detect whether said first alert sending device is in a failed state, and change to a primary mode if 
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said failed state is detected. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the teachings because Gulick in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD devices and 
identifying one of the devices as the primary device and the remaining device(s) as secondary, as 
per teachings of Mahalingam, constitute a suitable known configuration of redundant devices 
(see column 4 lines 8-10). Furthermore, identifying one of the devices as the primary and the 
remaining device(s) secondary would be advantageous as there only needs to be a single ASD 
device functioning at any given time for the system to be functioning. 

In regards to claim 23, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. Furthermore, Gullick in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD devices connected via 
said bus and Lord further discloses wherein the individual devices detect faults by monitoring 
signals generated by other devices in the system, wherein the signals may be sent periodically in 
a communication path (bus) between the devices to indicate proper operation (see column 1 lines 
8-20), indicating sending periodic status messages over said bus. 

However, Gulick in view of Lord fails to explicitly disclose: 

wherein the failover module is configured to have said first alert sending device operate 
in a primary mode. 

Mahalingam discloses redundant devices, wherein a second device monitors a first device 
and the second device takes over the responsibility of a first device if there is a failure to the first 
device (see column 2 lines 15-18 and 28-41). Mahalingam also discloses wherein one of the 
devices is identified as the primary device (see column 4 lines 8-10), indicating wherein the 
failover module is configured to have said first alert sending device operate in a primary mode. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick, Lord, and Mahalingam wherein the failover 
module is configured to have said first alert sending device operate in a primary mode. A person 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings because Gulick 
in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD devices and identifying one of the devices as the 
primary device, as per teachings of Mahalingam, constitute a suitable known configuration of 
redundant devices (see column 4 lines 8-10). Furthermore, identifying one of the devices as the 
primary and the remaining device(s) redundant would be advantageous as there only needs to be 
a single ASD device functioning at any given time for the system to be functioning. 

In regards to claim 24, Gulick in view of Lord discloses the claim limitations as discussed 
above. However, Gulick in view of Lord fails to explicitly disclose: 

wherein said failover module is configured to have said alert sending device operate in a 
secondary mode, detect whether said another alert sending device is in a failed state, and change 
to a primary mode if said failed state is detected. 

Mahalingam discloses redundant devices, wherein a second device monitors a first device 
and the second device takes over the responsibility of a first device if there is a failure to the first 
device (see column 2 lines 15-18 and 28-41). Mahalingam also discloses wherein one of the 
devices is indicated as the primary device and the remaining (second) device remain hidden (see 
column 4 lines 8-14), indicating wherein said failover module is configured to have said alert 
sending device operate in a secondary mode. Mahalingam further discloses designating the 
second device as the primary device in the event of a failure to the primary device (see column 4 
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lines 25-30), indicating detecting whether said another alert sending device is in a failed state, 
and changing to a primary mode if said failed state is detected. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Gulick, Lord, and Mahalingam wherein said failover 
module is configured to have said alert sending device operate in a secondary mode, detect 
whether another alert sending device is in a failed state, and change to a primary mode if said 
failed state is detected. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the teachings because Gulick in view of Lord discloses redundant ASD devices and 
identifying one of the devices as the primary device and the remaining device(s) as secondary, as 
per teachings of Mahalingam, constitute a suitable known configuration of redundant devices 
(see column 4 lines 8-10). Furthermore, identifying one of the devices as the primary and the 
remaining device(s) secondary would be advantageous as there only needs to be a single ASD 
device functioning at any given time for the system to be functioning. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 5 and 13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Claim 9 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. 
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